Dr. VAUGHAN HARLEY remarked that, as Dr. Goodbody had said, their chemical work on the subject was in the embryo stage; it was very difficult to get a suitable patient, keep him on a particular diet, and at the same time give lactic acid. Only in one case could they get a month's proper observation; several cases were watched for a week or a fortnight, but he did not consider they sufficed to form any judgment. In certain cases a distinct chemical change had been found. Fermentation of the feces with Strasburger's fermentation tube was the best means of making a diagnosis as to which case was suitable for the treatment. If the feces were acid, due to increased intestinal fermentation, one could say that the patient did not need the Bulgarian bacillus. If the fseces were at first alkaline, but yielded a fair quantity of gas in the fermentation tube, showing an acid reaction after, this indicated intestinal fermentation, and he could not say that he had had any results in these cases. If, however, the fresh fteces were alkaline and yielded no gas from the fermentation test, and also remained alkaline after twenty-four hours, showing that intestinal putrefaction was to the fore, good results were often obtained. When the lactic-acid bacillus was given there was an increased quantity of feces discharged, even when the patient was kept on the same diet; this increase was largely due to the larger quantity of water in the stools. In the case of the patient who was watched for a month, during the first week, both prior to and while taking the lactic-acid bacillus, the water in the stools was 73 per cent. and 75 per cent.; while during the last analysis, when he had had a month's treatment, it had increased to 82 per cent., though no medicines were being taken. In this case also there was a slight increase in the quantity of nitrogen in the stools while the lactic acid was being taken. The psychological factor could scarcely come in, as the patient was not educated, and did not realize that he was taking anything except medicine. There was no marked chemical evidence that it was valuable in all cases. There was much talk about it, and patients would often ask for it. No doubt, as Dr. Herschell said, the public were being instructed very wrongly about it, and they thought that all their diseases were curable by the method. A man recently told him (the speaker) that doctors would soon be a thing of the past, and that he was led to understand that no medical man would be required, because sour milk was all-sufficient. This man had disease of the heart, for which he was content to take sour milk. Many of the tablets sold were useless, and a kind of tablet which was useful at one time was not at another, so one never knew whether a particular result was psychological or not. One of the best cases of supposed recovery with the treatment which he knew was that of a man three years ago who had intestinal dyspepsia, probably due to taking too much champagne. He took the tablets and cured himself at once; consequently he said that all medicines were useless. He had seen that gentleman since; champagne was still to the fore and he had got all his old symptoms back, and the tablets were not now doing him any good. One could only say that -his former cure was probably chiefly psychological. And it was true that in the majority of cases where there were good results from sour milk, the patient had functional dyspepsia, and not any structural change. In slight dyspepsia, where there was increased intestinal putrefaction as against increased intestinal fermentation, he thought he had seen, even after the administration of rather doubtful tablets, distinct results. Perhaps these results were partly due to the tablets, but also to the fact that the diet contained sour milk, and patients under the treatment adhered more strictly to the diet than under ordinary circumstances. At present there was great danger of the public thinking too much of sour milk, and there was a liability of doctors doing the same; he had heard of doctors expecting results which to others seemed very unlikely. The subject required careful consideration, especially as it was so difficult to get pure cultures of Bulgarian bacillus. He had obtained extremely good results in a nursing home from milk containing yeast alone. The patient was under analysis, and there was a distinct diminution of urobilin in the stools. Mr. Goadby was good enough to make an examination of specimens of the sour milk, and they contained no Bulgarian bacilli; there were pure yeast and a few lactic-acid cocci.
Dr. BULLOCH said he wished to speak only on the bacteriological aspect, and especially on the examination of lactic-acid preparations on the market. During the last year Mr. J. E. Adler, working under his direction, had examined bacteriologically all the preparations of lactic bacilli which could be obtained. These included eleven dry preparations in the form of tabloids, nine milks, and one cheese. Without making any invidious comparisons, he had not found one preparation which contained Bacillus bularicus in a state of purity. Very many of the liquid preparations were grossly contaminated, and many of the dried preparations were either sterile or contained spores of bacteria other than those which produce lactic acid. He would like to hear from Dr. Herschell which solid preparation contained the lactic-acid bacillus (Bacillus bulgaricus) (Dr. Herschell said, "Trilactine"),' as it dies out relatively easily seeing that it does not spore. In some instances it was apparently not the intention of the manufacturer to supply pure cultures of Massol's -bacillus, as he tried to mix all the bacteria grown by Massol in soured milk. In any case the majority of milks and milk preparations on the market were quite unreliable from a bacteriological point of view, and were no doubt in some instances made by those not skilled in bacteriological technique. More than one manufacturer Since the meeting of the Therapeutical Section another set of samples of " Trilactine " have been examined and have been found to be as variable as those on previous occasions. No two tubes gave the same type of fermentation. The number of bacteria was very variable, and wbile in some tabloids Massol's bacillus could be found, in others it could not. Its quantity, in any case, was trifling compared with the other bacteria present.
